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ABSTRACT. The aim of this research paper is to explore 
the role of conflict between trading partners in terms 
of relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment, and 
trust) on contract farming. Even though there is 
research on the above issues, yet there is lack of 
research on the role of conflict between partners in 
terms of relationship quality on contract farming. Thus, 
there is a need to offer evidence that brings more clarity 
to such a role of conflict between trading partners. To 
test the hypothesized relationships, primary data are 
collected in different agribusiness areas in Albania. 
Altogether, 640 successful questionnaires are filled in. 
The relationships are tested using the partial least 
squares of structured equation modelling (PSL-SEM) 
method. The key finding is that a conflict between 
trading partners influences contract farming and 
mediates the effects of the farmer’s satisfaction and 
trust in the relationship with their buyer on contract 
farming. This paper enriches the existing literature, 
since it provides additional insights from a developing 
country context. 
Maloku, S., Çera, G., Poleshi, B., Lushi, I., & Metzker, Z. (2021). The effect of 
relationship quality on contract farming: The mediating role of conflict between 
trading partners in Albania. Economics and Sociology, 14(3), 283-296. 
doi:10.14254/2071-789X.2021/14-3/15 
Maloku S. et al.  ISSN 2071-789X 
 RECENT ISSUES IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Economics & Sociology, Vol. 14, No. 3, 2021 
284 
JEL Classification: Q12, Q13 Keywords: satisfaction, commitment, trust, contract farming, 
relationship quality, conflict, PLS-SEM 
Introduction 
Globalization is increasing rapidly, and its effects are being widely noticeable in every 
field of life. In terms of transactions, markets, relationships between buyers and sellers, banking 
products, financial access, and other similar concepts, this has led to an increasing level of 
development, complexity, and dynamism. In the global economy, it is a noticeable trend 
towards formalization in all sectors (Muo & Azeez, 2019). This paper concerns the so-called 
green economy. Agriculture is the main booster of Albanian economy. In this context, the 
relationship quality between farmers and buyers, the importance of contract farming, and 
trading conflicts are of high priority for researchers, scholars, academicians, and policy makers. 
Contract farming is not something new as it has existed for decades. In Albania, contract 
farming is not widespread as the majority of farmers are oriented to ‘spot-markets’ transactions 
instead, without any type of prior written or verbal agreement (Keco et al., 2019). From a wider 
perspective, this is usually related to low levels of financial behaviour and this panorama is 
similar in most of the Albanian economic sectors, not only in agriculture. However, in a place 
where agriculture has the biggest influence on its GDP, the importance of contract farming 
cannot be put in doubt. In this context, there is a need for better insight into the advantages and 
disadvantages of contract farming, along with its relationships with conflict or concepts like 
satisfaction, trust, and commitment. Of course, contract farming has its own advantages and 
disadvantages. In order to make the most out of these trading forms, there has to be a ‘win-win’ 
situation for both farmers and buyers (Birthal, 2008; Evteeva et al., 2019; Kóródi & Dávid, 
2019).  
Contract farming is often considered as a means of increasing welfare. Bellemare (2012) 
in his study expects contract farming to have an increasing importance in developing countries 
in the future. Simmons (2002) shares the same point of view, however argues that  there is not 
a sufficient condition for such improvement. To go further in his logic, he points out that small 
farmers may be discriminated against because the selection process from agribusiness firms 
may be biased. Daviron (2002) is on the same logic line as he states that large buyers can exploit 
small farmers because of their power. Contrary to small ones, large farmers are believed to have 
better access to credit and other banking products, better information about production and 
marketing methods, and higher level of risk tolerance. In this context, institutional intervention 
is suggested to pursue policies that address such kinds of problems. In the literature, especially 
in the recent studies, it has also been noticed an increasing interest on the conflict between 
farmers and buyers caused by the level of satisfaction, commitment, and trust as well as the 
relationship of this conflict with contract farming. 
Motivated by the above research gaps and needs, this study seeks to identify the role of 
conflict between farmers and buyers in  terms of relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment 
and trust) on contract farming.  
The paper is organised in five sections in addition to this one. The second section 
consists of the literature review. The third section describes the methods and procedures used 
for this research. The fourth section reflects the analysis and results. After the discussion of the 
results, the conclusion section ends the paper. 
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1. Literature review 
1.1. Relationship quality 
Many researchers have investigated the relationship between farmers and buyers, as 
well as the influencing factors. The majority of them consider satisfaction, commitment, and 
trust to be core components in such a relationship. These theoretical factors are often seen as 
one because of the strong correlation between each other, but are also heavily linked with 
contract farming. In the literature there can be found many definitions for contract farming, 
varying from country to country. Grosh (1994) was among the first to study contract farming 
and defines it as an efficient and beneficial way of reducing transaction costs. The most widely 
used definition generally refers to contract farming as an agricultural production which is 
carried out according to an agreement between a buyer and farmers where there are established 
conditions for the production and marketing of a farm product or products (Wang et al., 2014). 
Contract farming, as a tool of formal markets, is shown to have a great impact on farmers’ level 
of satisfaction, trust, and commitment. Dlamini-Mazibuko et al. (2019) indicate that farmers 
who operate in formal markets are shown to perceive better levels of satisfaction, trust, and 
commitment, compared to those who operate in informal markets. The authors support the idea 
that satisfaction and trust were among the best indicators of a trading relationship quality. 
However, they argue that the lack of written contracts contributes to the low-level farmer-buyer 
relationship quality. 
Relationship between satisfaction and contract farming has received much attention in 
the past decade. Satisfaction is a psychological factor that indicates a feeling of contentment 
and gratification that arises when needs or desires have been fulfilled (Hartmann et al., 2010; 
Bencsik et al., 2018). To put it in this paper’s perspective, relationship satisfaction refers to 
those cases when the performance between two or more trading parties exceeds their 
expectations (Batt & Rexha, 2000). Farmers in Albania are generally oriented towards spot 
market transactions rather than contract farming. However, many authors argue that farmers 
who base their trading on written/verbal agreements enjoy higher levels of satisfaction 
compared to other farmers. Keco et al. (2019) are in the same line as they show that farmers 
operating with contracts, tend to have higher levels of satisfaction with the trading relationship 
than farmers operating on the traditional markets. Another great point of view is the one that 
relates satisfaction to interpersonal trust. In this context, Lu et al. (2012) argue that interpersonal 
trust implies a moderating effect on the trading relationship satisfaction. On the other hand, 
many authors claim that satisfaction may also be affected by changes in production process 
(e.g., Ik & Azeez, 2020). This relationship is supported by the idea that it creates more pressure 
and leads to more efforts from farmers. Dedehouanou et al. (2013) is in the same line as in his 
study, he states that contract farming increases satisfaction because of aspects like reduced 
marketing risk, increased access to inputs and credit, and better access to improved 
technologies.  
Another important influencing factor when it comes to contract farming is commitment. 
Macchiavello and Morjaria (2015) in their study relate buyers’ higher commitment levels to 
better ability from the farmers to plan their production activities. Farmers’ commitment in a 
trading relationship can change influenced by many factors. For example, Xhoxhi et al. (2014) 
argue that farmers’ commitment is high when there is a kind of equilibrium between market 
conditions and contracting terms. Partners in a trading relationship may indicate their 
commitment by providing resources dedicated to the contract (Naidu, 2016). In the literature, 
farmers’ commitment to the trading relationship is positively linked with participating in 
contract farming. 
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Trust in a trading relationship is an asset that creates benefit (Bencsik et al., 2020; Çera 
et al., 2019; Gorb, 2017; Masuku & Kirsten, 2004; Tarí et al., 2020). On the other hand, trust 
helps in reducing performance uncertainty and plays a vital role in a relational transaction 
(Alkhurshan & Rjoub, 2020; Li & Nicholls, 2000). For this reasons creation of the relationship 
based on a trust and mutual responsibility becomes important component of the current supply 
chain management (Kot et al., 2020; Vo et al., 2020) as well as internal management systems 
(Bilan et al., 2020). The entrepreneurial practices prove the positive influence of interpersonal 
and interorganizational trust on financial performance (Oláh et al., 2021). There are a variety 
of factors that can influence trust. Fritz and Fischer (2007) in their empirical study show that 
trust level in a trading relationship has a strong positive correlation with good communication 
between buyers and sellers. Other authors have highlighted the importance of trust in a trading 
relationship, especially when it comes to sensitive cases like food safety concerns (e.g. Kelić et 
al., 2020). Logically, a business transaction would likely not occur if there existed a lack of 
trust. In the literature, trust is considered the most important part of contract farming. Zhang 
and Hu (2011) in their study are in favour of the idea that contracts and trust are complementary 
to each other. Contracts are considered as a safeguard for the business, minimizing the potential 
negative consequences from the turbulence of the market. 
Based on the above discussion, the following hypotheses can be formulated: 
H1: Contract farming is positively affected by satisfaction (H1a), commitment (H1b), 
and trust (H1c) in the relationship with a buyer. 
1.2. Conflict between trading partners 
A very interesting point of view from the literature of the field is related to the potential 
conflict that can be caused by contract farming. Generally, the authors associate contract 
farming with many benefits, financial or not. For example, a number of authors believe that 
contracts help famers in obtaining loans easier and this serves as an incentive to sign these types 
of contracts. Keco et al. (2019) are in the same logic line as in their study, they show that 
contract farming helps in increasing farmers’ level of income. Furthermore, the authors argue 
that a contract may offer more security for the intermediaries to give the farmers some other 
opportunities for cooperation. Another reason for the popularity of contract farming is that these 
contracts could link small farmers to high value agricultural commodity chains (Xhoxhi, 
Stefanllari, Skreli, & Imami, 2020). However, contract farming is also linked to different kinds 
of risk because of the dynamic socio-economic environment and the variety of uncontrollable 
factors that act on it. As a consequence, there is an increased opportunity for farmers to be 
affected by a potential future conflict (Wang, Zhang, & Wu, 2011). To mitigate it, the 
preventive measures like risk management systems can be implied (Polinkevych et al., 2021). 
In a situation where farmers successfully achieve to manage the risk, then contract farming 
would be a great opportunity to prevent or minimize the conflicts. 
Theoretically, the satisfaction level that connects the business to a costumer or to 
another business, may cause further development of a company or the opposite of it (Piricz, 
2018). Nonparticipation of these components in the whole process, starting by product 
characteristics until the passage of that into costumers hands, causes dissatisfaction. In the best 
scenario, this leads to untrusting relationships and in the worst scenario this leads to conflict 
(Xhoxhi et al., 2018). In other words, the conflict between trading partners increases and the 
relationship performance decreases. Shamdasani and Sheth (1994) emphasize that “satisfaction 
has been identified as a key variable in the decision of a business to remain in a business-to-
business relationship, where parties secure high levels of satisfaction during each business 
transaction”. Laeequddin (2012) has spotted that in a relationship, a partner’s level of 
satisfaction is affected by previous connections based on trust predictions. Attention to this case 
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is extended because satisfaction is that part of the buyer-supplier relational experience where 
the parties decide to continue with the relationship or not (Clampit et al., 2015). Voldnes et al. 
(2012) have pointed out that trust is cross-linked with satisfaction because higher levels of trust 
enhance overall satisfaction assumption, and more importance of long-term commitment. 
Partnership relationships require the contribution of both parties. That is the reason why 
farmers and intermediaries want to commit the costumers too in their process (Kanji & Wong, 
1999). The commitment of every party to a common work reduces the workload for each party 
and increases the desire for cooperation (Wong, Tjosvold & Zhang, 2005). On the other hand, 
the division of responsibility may lead on abuse from any party by passing their part of commit 
to others. There is where the conflict may appear and have consequences like disrupting the 
parties, lowering the efficiency, and increasing the costs for the farmer (Griffith et al., 2000). 
In this way, it is vital for each party to contribute to the final farmers’ products. If one of the 
parties shows signs of noncommitment to the trading relationship, the other party will get 
disappointed and this can lead to conflict with unintended consequences (Wong et al., 2005). 
In this context, it is fair to say that higher levels of commitment imply a stronger buyer-seller 
relationships (Kaur et al., 2010). 
In the literature, the conflict between buyers and seller is shown to have a significant 
negative correlation with trust. This logic is true also in the agricultural sector, more concretely, 
in the relationship between farmers and buyers. Xhoxhi et al. (2018) points out the fact that in 
developing countries, farmers may leave their production on the field if the price offered by 
intermediaries is too low. Logically, this leads to a potential conflict. Just by analogy, 
Williamson (1979) in his early study stated that low prices led to conflict between farmers and 
intermediaries and consequently, farmers would harvest the crop without selling their products. 
This conflict may cause a chain of consequences arising from distrust by intermediaries that 
trigger farmers to take the lead in their own hands. In this way, this process would derive 
negative implications for the farmers like weak work coordination as well as increased risks 
and costs as long as they keep their harvest in stock (Xhoxhi et al., 2018). However, keeping 
the harvest for a long time in the warehouse may be fatal for the farmers knowing the product 
characteristics and their sensitivity. Johnston et al. (2004) argue that keeping the products in 
the warehouse for a long time reduces the quality and in that way, the costs of farmers will 
increase, so this justifies the higher prices in the market. On the other hand, if the intermediaries 
would think of extracting profits for all parties, including farmers, intermediaries, and 
customers, the conflict might get lower (Xhoxhi et al., 2014). Farmers would trust their product 
to the intermediaries more than in the first case when intermediaries focus only on their own 
benefits and “squeeze” farmers’ margin.  In this way, their burden would be lightened according 
to product management. 
Based on the above discussion, the following hypotheses can be formulated: 
H2: Contract farming is positively influenced by the conflict between a farmer and its 
main buyer. 
H3: The effects of relationship quality (satisfaction, H3a; commitment, H3b; trust, H3c) 
on contract farming is mediated by the conflict in the relationship. 
The novelty of this research lies on the fact that the role of conflict on the relationships 
between satisfaction, commitment, and trust (collectively) and contract farming has not 
received enough attention in research. The present research aims to contribute to the literature 
in this regard. 
2. Methodological approach 
Materials and Methods should be described with sufficient details to allow others to 
replicate and build on published results. Please note that publication of your manuscript 
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implicates that you must make all materials, data, computer code, and protocols associated with 
the publication available to readers. Please disclose at the submission stage any restrictions on 
the availability of materials or information. New methods and protocols should be described in 
detail while well-established methods can be briefly described and appropriately cited.  
3. Data, variables and method 
This study aims to investigate the role of conflict between farmers and their main buyer 
in the effects of relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment, and trust) on contract farming. 
The results of this paper seek to enrich the literature in this field by providing additional insights 
in favour or not of the above relationships. 
The study is based on a survey of farmers operating in different areas in Albania. 
Initially and literature review is done to identify the research gaps and then to design a 
questionnaire. The questionnaire covers basic information about the farm structure and 
production, farm household demographics, and a module dedicated to the relationships between 
the farmer and its buyers, which offer the right way to test the proposed hypotheses. The data 
collection is done during December 2019 and January 2020. Table 1 informs on profile of the 
sample.  
Contract farming is measured with a dichotomous dummy variable, where a farmer that 
has a prior agreement with the main buyer was coded 1, and 0 otherwise. On the other hand, 
conflict was measured as a composite variable of four statements answering to the question 
“how easy it is to agree with the buyer about…?” which are: Level of price, Product 
characteristics, Costs of transportation to the buyer, Standard/Quality of product. The possible 
answer to each of these statements were: 1 = Very easy, 2 = Easy, 3 = Neither easy nor difficult, 
4 = Difficult, 5 =Very difficult. 
4. Conducting research and results 
Through the quantitative part of the research, the focus was on data collecting, 
processing, and analysis. A nine-level Likert scale was used to measure the perceptions and 
assessments of the respondents, on the dependent variable (transitional crisis), as well as the 
independent variables (heritage of socialism, geopolitics, nomenclature authorities, deficit of 
institutional changes, and neoliberal ideology), in a survey that was applied during the research. 
In measuring the dependent variable (transitional crisis), the scale marks were set from the 
lowest (1) to the highest (5). Regarding the independent variables, the negative impact was 
measured from the minimum negative (1) to the maximum (5) on the dependent variable. The 
survey included filling out 500 questionnaires for each country (Montenegro, Serbia, and 
Bosnia and Herzegovina), which made a total of 1,500 respondents. Collected data for this study 
were processed by SPSS software. According to the purpose defined in the hypothesis of work, 
descriptive statistics were used for the data analysis, correlation analysis, and multi-correlation. 
The multiple linear regression model was applied after (the method of least square), as well as 
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Table 1. Sample profile 
Variable Category Count Column N % 
Gender Female 275 43% 
 Male 365 57% 
Age of the respondent 25-34 years old 36 5.59% 
35-44 years old 42 6.61% 
45-54 years old 148 23.10% 
55-64 years old 191 29.79% 
65 + years old 224 34.92% 
Education of the respondent Elementary-up to 4 years 43 6.66% 
Secondary-8/9 years 353 55.18% 
High School 163 25.51% 
Professional High School 58 9.14% 
University 22 3.51% 
Municipality Has 14 2.2% 
Ura Vajgurore 10 1.6% 
Maliq 15 2.4% 
Lushnje 453 70.7% 
Konispol 155 24.2% 
Source: own compilation 
 
Relationship quality covers three variables, which are: satisfaction, commitment, and 
trust. Satisfaction is measured using a 5-Likert scale, where the options for this question “how 
satisfied or unhappy are you with each of the elements regarding trade relations with your 
buyer” are: Level of information exchange, Offered price, Level of sales and Fairness of 
earnings distribution (between you and the buyer). Commitment and trust were measured with 
different sets of statements answering to the main question “please indicate how much you 
agree or disagree with each of the below sentences” on a 5-point Likert scale: 1 = I do not agree 
at all, 2 = I don’t agree, 3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = I agree, 5 = I agree very much. 
To test the direct and indirect effects of relationship quality and conflict on contract 
farming, the partial least squares method of structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) was 
employed (Hair, Hult, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2017). It was used this method because this type of 
study requires unobserved variables to follow-up analysis (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt, & Ringle, 
2019). Constructs were measured as reflective indicators. The method of PLS-SEM was done 
in SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015). As it is suggested, bootstrap procedure with 
5000 iterations of resampling was done to evaluate the value of the standardized paths between 
the measured constructs (Hair et al., 2017). 
5. Empirical results 
Before testing the formulated hypotheses, a preliminary analysis was carried out. Spatial 
attention was given to the assumptions of the PLS-SEM method, such as collinearity, loading, 
scale reliability, and discriminant validity among constructs. The loadings were found to be 
above 0.80 (see Table 2), which is a value above the conservative threshold of 0.70. In the same 
table, per each indicator is reported the variance inflation factor (VIF) values, which are below 
the threshold of 3, meaning that there was no multicollinearity issue. 
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Table 2. Model measurement 
Construct  Statements Loading VIF 
Commitment I would like to strengthen the business relationship with the 
main buyer in the future 
0.856 1.994 
I believe that in the long term the relationship with the principal 
purchaser will be profitable 
0.892 2.231 
I would find it easy to replace the business relationship with the 
main buyer 
0.889 2.118 
Conflict Level of prices 0.822 2.012 
Product characteristics 0.892 2.736 
Costs of transportation to the buyer 0.851 2.075 
Standard/Quality of product 0.867 2.394 
Satisfaction Level of information exchange 0.868 2.196 
Offered Price 0.810 1.990 
Level of Sales 0.835 2.029 
Fairness of Earnings Distribution (between you and the buyer) 0.854 2.035 
Trust I trust the information the buyer gives me (e.g. market prices) 0.891 2.759 
Generally, my primary buyer does not take actions that could 
harm my business 
0.826 2.160 
I trust my buyer 0.856 2.177 
The promises made by my buyer are reliable 0.865 2.324 
Source: own calculation 
 
In Table 3 are shown the results of the reliability analysis for the constructs of the present 
study. The result of the analysis indicates that the four latent variables reflect reasonable scale 
reliability since the Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values ranged in between 0.70 
and 0.95. Furthermore, it was found that the latent variables were distinct from one another 
since discriminant analysis has shown that all the Heterotrait-Monotrait values were smaller 
than 0.85 (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015) (see Table 4). Taking all together, based on Hair 
et al.’s (2019) guidance, the PLS-SEM assumptions were not violated. Hence the results 
generated by the PLS-SEM method are robust and so can be interpreted. 
 
Table 3. Reliability analysis 
  Cronbach’s Alpha rho_A Composite Reliability 
COM 0.853 0.859 0.911 
CONF 0.881 0.884 0.918 
SAT 0.864 0.876 0.907 
TR 0.882 0.887 0.919 
Note: COM, Commitment; CONF, Conflict; SAT, Satisfaction; TR, Trust. 
Source: own calculation 
 
Table 4. Discriminant analysis and correlation coefficients 
  COM CONF SAT TR 
COM  -0.343 0.548 0.730 
CONF 0.396  -0.492 -0.522 
SAT 0.637 0.554  0.713 
TR 0.847 0.588 0.813  
Note: COM, Commitment; CONF, Conflict; SAT, Satisfaction; TR, Trust. Correlation above, HTMT below 
Source: own calculation 
 
Maloku S. et al.  ISSN 2071-789X 
 RECENT ISSUES IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Economics & Sociology, Vol. 14, No. 3, 2021 
291 
The results of the structural model are summarized in Table 5 and 6. The model explains 
30.6% of the variation in conflict and almost 4 percent in contract farming. Regarding the direct 
influences, with the exclusion of the effects of commitment (β = -0.001, p> 0.10) and 
satisfaction (β = -0.004, p> 0.10) on contract farming, all other relationships were found to be 
statistically significant. Hence, conflict was significantly influenced by the relationship quality, 
specifically, satisfaction (β = -0.252, p< 0.001), commitment (β = 0.104, p< 0.05), and trust (β 
= -0.421, p< 0.001). On the other hand, contract farming was directly affected by trust (β = 
0.223, p< 0.001) and conflict (β = 0.141, p< 0.05). Based on these results, it can be concluded 
that evidence supports H1c and H2 and rejects H1a and H1b. 
Regarding the indirect effects, it was found that conflict statistically mediates the effects 
of satisfaction (β = -0.035, p< 0.001) and trust (β = -0.059, p< 0.01) on contract farming. 
However, the analysis showed that the effect of commitment on contract farming is not 
mediated by conflict (β = 0.015, p> 0.10). Thus, significant evidence was found in supporting 
H3a and H3c, while H3b was rejected. These results emphasise the role of conflict in governing 
the effect of satisfaction and trust on contract farming. 
 
Table 5. R-squares of the relationships 
  R Square R Square Adjusted 
CONF 0.306 0.303 
contract 0.036 0.030 
Note: CONF, Conflict; Contract, Contract farming. 
Source: own calculation 
 
Table 6. Hypotheses testing 
Effect Hypothesis Path Coefficient t p 
Direct H1a SAT -> contract -0.004 0.057 0.955 
 H1b COM -> contract -0.001 0.025 0.980 
 H1c TR -> contract 0.223 3.272 0.001 
  SAT -> CONF -0.252 5.372 0.000 
  COM -> CONF 0.104 2.240 0.025 
  TR -> CONF -0.421 8.046 0.000 
 H2 CONF -> contract 0.141 2.339 0.019 
Indirect H3b COM -> CONF -> contract 0.015 1.613 0.107 
 H3a SAT -> CONF -> contract -0.035 2.145 0.032 
 H3c TR -> CONF -> contract -0.059 2.149 0.032 
Note: COM, Commitment; CONF, Conflict; SAT, Satisfaction; TR, Trust; Contract, Contract farming. 
Source: own calculation 
6. Discussion 
This research has shown useful insights regarding the role of conflict between trading 
partners in the influences of relationship quality (satisfaction, commitment, and trust) on 
contract farming. From a competitive advantage perspective, it is known that the relationship 
between trading partners is a source of competitive (Corsten & Felde, 2005; Ercsey, 2017; 
O’Toole & Donaldson, 2000; Xhoxhi et al., 2018). Thus, performing good relationships with 
the partners leads to better position in terms of competitive advantage. In this line of logic, 
conflict between trading partners reduces the level of competitive advantage.  
Findings are discussed based on the type of effect: direct or indirect. Regarding the 
direct effects, it is interesting that satisfaction and commitment are found to be insignificant 
factors for contract farming, while trust positively influences to the farmer in having a prior 
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agreement with its main buyer. Having trust in the relationship with the partners in trading 
increases the chances to contract the product. Therefore, the findings show that farmers with 
higher trust are more prone to contract farming compared to those with low trust in the trading 
relationship. This finding is in line with previous studies (Xhoxhi, Keco, Skreli, Imami, & 
Musabelliu, 2019; Zhang & Hu, 2011). Findings about the effect of satisfaction on contract 
farming contradict prior research, which has stated a significant positive relationship of the 
factors, such as contributions from Dedehouanou (2013), Dlamini-Mazibuko et al. (2019), Keco 
et al. (2019) etc. Similarly, the finding regarding farmer’s commitment in the relationship with 
the partners contradicts what is hypothesized based on the literature review (Macchiavello & 
Morjaria, 2015; Xhoxhi et al., 2014).  
Another direct effect that is hypothesized following the literature review is the one that 
links the conflict between trading partners to contract farming. The results indicate that contract 
farming has higher chances to occur in cases when the conflict between trading partners is 
higher. This result can be supported based on this logic: having a conflictual relationship with 
the partner leads to less trust, which imposes the need of a verbal written contract.  
The second group of hypotheses consists of indirect effects. Indirect effect is known as 
the mediated effect of one factor over the relationship between two other factors. The mediator 
factor in this study is conflict in the trading relationships. There are three indirect effects that 
are tested in this research paper. Firstly, the findings show that conflict between trading parties 
mediates the influence of farmer’s satisfaction on contract farming. This insight might be the 
real reason why the direct effect of satisfaction on contract farming was insignificant, by 
pointing out the role of conflict in this regard. Secondly, the conflict between trading partners 
does not mediate the influence of farmer’s commitment to contract farming, meaning that the 
conflict does not govern the relationship between the farmer’s commitment and contract 
farming. Thirdly, the effect of farmer’s trust in the relationship of contract farming is mediated 
by conflict between trading partners. This insight compliments the direct effect of trust on 
contract farming. 
Conclusion 
The aim of this research was to explore the role of conflict between trading parties in 
contract farming. Moreover, this role is extending to the mediating effect that such conflicts 
may have over the influences of farmer’s satisfaction, commitment and trust in the relationship 
with the main buyer on contract farming, which represents the novelty of this study. Given the 
fact that having less conflict between trading partners may lead to higher competitive 
advantages, it can be stated that by building a good relationship between partners in trading 
better results can be achieved. Therefore, there is a need to better understand such role in the 
context of a developing country like Albania (Çera et al., 2019). This study aims to create a 
better picture over this puzzle.  
The study concludes that farmers are more prone to contract the product as the conflict 
between trading parties increases. In addition, the study’s findings show that conflict between 
trading partners governs the influences of farmer’s satisfaction and trust in the relationship with 
the main buyer on contract farming. On the other hand, conflict between trading parties does 
not mediate the effect of farmer’s commitment in the relationship with its buyer to contract 
farming. However, it is fair to say that Albania can be considered as a separate case, at least 
compared to developed countries. In terms of culture and traditions, Albania differs a lot from 
other developing countries. Consequently, this paper’s findings cannot be generalized for 
countries overseas. 
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